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REMARKS 

The Examiner has objected to the Title as not being descriptive. Applicants respectfully 
disagree. The current Title of "INTEGRATED RESISTIVE ELEMENTS WITH 
SILICIDATION PROTECTION" is fully descriptive of the currently claimed invention. 
Applicants request reconsideration, and fiirther are open to a suggestion by the Examiner of a 
more descriptive Title. 

The Drawings were objected to for failure to show the claimed "semiconductor body" as 
recited in claim 17. Applicants have presented an amendment to claim 17 which now recites a 
"semiconductor substrate." No new matter has been added with this amendment which is also 
. respectfully submitted to have not changed the scope of claim 1 7. , 

Claims 15-16, 21-22 and 32-37 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite. In claims 15-16, Applicants claim "protective elements which extend within 
said delimitation structure." The Examiner has objected to the plural "elements" language. 
Applicants have amended claims 15 and 16 to recite "element" in the singular. Similar changes 
have been made to claims 21 and 22, These amendments are not believed to narrow the scope of 
the claimed invention. In claim 32, Applicants claim "a spacer extending between the delimiter 
structure." The objection here concems whether "between" should instead recite "within." 
Applicants fail to see how the term "between" is not clear and definite and refer the Examiner to, 
for example, Figure 12 which shows spacer 25 extending between the two delimiters 20c. To the 
extent "within" would suggest the spacer is enclosed by the delimiters, this is not necessarily 
required or accurate. In sum, Applicants suggest that "between" is one correct terminology to be 
used in clearly defining the claimed invention. Withdrawal of the Section 122 rejection is 

9 

DALLAS2 lU8247vI 61 179-00003USPX 


CUSTOMER NO. 23932 PATENT APPLICATION 

Docket No. 61179-3USPX 

requested. In claim 32, Applicants further claim "the delimiter structure is silicided." The 
objection here concerns whether this refers to a silicided layer formed on the delimiter structure. 
As shown in Figure 14, this is correct, and an appropriate non-narrowing amendment has been 
made to claim 32. In claim 33, Applicants claim "a salicidation protective structure which 
extends within said delimitation structure and covers said resistive region." The objection here 
concerns protecting from salicidation. While Applicants believe the claim language is clear and 
accurate, a non-narrowing amendment has been to claim 33 to conform to the Examiner's 
suggestion. Claim 34 has been amended to conform to the supplied antecedent. In claim 36, 
Applicants claim "the polysilicon structure is silicided." An amendment like that presented for 
claim 32 has also been presented for claim 36. In view of the foregoing, withdrawal of the 
Section 112, second paragraph, rejection is requested. 

Claims 1 1-22 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Zambrano. 
Claims 33 and 34 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zambrano. 
Claim 32 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Obermeier in view of 
Leibiger. Claims 36-37 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Zambrano in view of Leibiger. 

Claim 1 1 has been amended to recite "a delimitation structure set on top of said active 
area as an ion implantation mask to delimit a size and shape of ion implantation which forms 
said resistive region." The Examiner cites to polysilicon structure 7 in Zambrano as meeting the 
claimed delimitation structure. It is clear, however, that the polysilicon structure 7 is not used by 
Zambrano as a mask to delimit in the manner claimed by Applicants the size and shape of ion 
implantation which forms the resistive region. In fact, Zambrano Figure 5 shows the use of a 
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different and sacrificial mask 1 8 (not the polysilicon layer 7 which is subsequently formed in 
Figures 6 and 7 for the gate structure) to delimit the ion implantation used to form the resistive 
'body regions 2/20. A similar distinguishing point is made with respect to the gate electrodes 7 in 
Obermeier which do not delimit the size and shape of the n-well implantation for the resistive 
region 10. Still further, with respect to base poly layers 6/12 in Leibiger, there is no teaching or 
suggestion for using the base poly layers 6/12 to delimit ion implantation for forming the 
resistive region. Instead, Leiberger uses two deposited polysilicon layers to construct the 
resistive structure. In sum, none of the cited references teach or suggest the claimed 
"delimitation structure." 

Claim 17 has been amended in a manner similar to claim 11 and is believed to be 
patentable over the cited art for at least the same reasons as claim 1 1 . Claim 17 has further been 
amended to recite "a silicide layer formed over the delimitation structure which does not 
electrically contact the resistor." It is clear that neither Zambrano nor Obermeier teach or 
suggest silicidation. While Leibiger does teach silicidation, it does so in the context of making 
contact with a contact plug, where the silicide layer is formed over a portion of base poly layers 
6/12 and is further used to make the electrical contact with the resistor itself There is no 
teaching or suggestion in the cited art for non-contacting silicided delimitation structures for ion 
implantation, with respect to a resistor formed in a semiconductor substrate, as claimed. 

With respect to claim 32, Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. As discussed 
above, the cited prior art fails to teach or suggest using "a delimiter structure formed over the 
substrate and defining a mask used for ion implantation to form and define a size and shape of 
the resistor." The Examiner has asserted that the recited limitations relating to "a mask used for 
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ion implantation" cannot be relied upon as this relates to the process used to form the resistor. 
While Applicants agree that the mask is used in the process, the mask is also a physical structure 
which is present in the claimed integrated circuit that is fabricated (note: the mask is not a 
sacrificial feature with respect to the integrated circuit). In the present case, the recited mask is 
structure, which has a certain function or purpose, and neither the structure nor the 
function/purpose of the structure is taught or suggested by the cited prior art. Applicants further 
assert that the presence of the mask structure, which is expressly claimed, results in a delimited 
resistor size and shape, which is structure that is also expressly claimed. The presence of the 
mask and the delimited resistor size and shape which are defined by the mask, are physical 
structural properties of the claimed integrated circuit (which cannot be ignored) and are not 
process limitations. In view of the foregoing, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 32 is in 
condition for favorable action and allowance. 

Claims 33 and 36 have been amended as indicated and are believed to be patentable over 
the art for one or more of the reasons recited above. 
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In view of the foregoing, Applicants respectfully submit that the application is in 

condition for favorable action and allowance. 

Respectfully submittfed, 
JENKENS^ GILGHRISTC 
A ProfesMDrial Corporation 


By: 


1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 3200 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2799 
Tel: 214/855-4795 
Fax: 214/855-4300 


idre ^alski 
tegistration No) 35,701 
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